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ABSTRACT . L . ‘
' . This report presents-the results of a detailed unit
cost study of Alaska's ten community colleges for fiscal year (FY)
1981. After. introductory material, the summary results of the study
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" teacher compensation per fiscal-year equated (FYE) .student (i.e., a

“hypothetical student enrolled for 34 credit hours per fiscal year);
"(2) FTE students per FTE_tea .: (3) compensation per FTE teacher;
(4) student/teacher ratio ar ercentage distribution of teachers;

. (5) total direct instructional cost per FYE student; (6) full cost

" per RYE student; \(7) costs per FYE student per component (e.g.,
student services and administration); and (8) percentage distribution
of FY 1981 expenditures. Next, the overall summary of the Study
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the number~2’3FYE students enrorled and direct instructional cost per
FYE student4 and the community colleges in Alagka spend their money
in different ways and experience different costs per FYE student.
Extensive- ftables and appended material illustrate findings; provide a
“‘breakdown of statistics by college; and present the study
mgthodology, college prof?le§, and courses offered. (HB)
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INTRODUCTION .

t ) &\‘

& In Méy, 1980, the Legislative Council commissioned a study of the community

.-

v

colleéés of Alaska:/fB. be conducted by a‘legislative interim ¢committee.f As a-result,

»
v

two volumes of the study have been published. Volume 1, published i1n February,
1981, “contains ten specific r;ecomfnendatlons that were submitted " to the

legislature, Volume | also provides a detailed description of the historical context,

-

a comprahensive overview of the community.colleges in Alaska, a description of
\ .

existing and alternative governing structures as they relate to community colleges,

and a sumrﬁary of‘.testimony from public hearings. VYolume II, publléhed In Mg'rch,

1981, contains the transcripts o'f..ic\he public heaﬁrings. ;’7\ ',’

This volume presé’nts'the results of a Fietalled um‘t co§t stydy‘of each
communi.tyﬁ:ol)ege for the Fiscal Yearu 1981. The study was conducted from
January, 1981 to October, 1981, by the Alaska Com'r"mss'ion on "Postsecondary
‘Education on behalf of the lnteru‘n Committee using financx;l, personnel apd
academic reports provided by the Umyerézty of Ala‘ska. The réport reflects cosis

directly related to teaching, costs suppdrtive of the instructional process, and total

operating costs.

" On January' 26, 1981, a meetmg'was held with staff of the Commission on.

’
¢

Postsecondary Education and university officials to initiate the unit cost stu&y. At
the mee‘ting, speciﬁc ;rran-gements :»ere made for the collection of data ard
establishment of communication lines. Also, the University was asked to detegr'n/ine‘
the number and types of categories of disciplines to be analyzed. Slnce‘th;t initial

meeting, several other meetings have curred as.the study progressed.

=N , : .

4’.

)

Y



L

‘on the presentation and analysis of the data.

From April 22 through vApril.'Zu, Mr. Denis Curry, Deputy Coordinator for

Finance for the Washington Councxl f.or Postsecondary Educatlon, visited J‘uneau as

¢ l

a consultant for the study. After careful review, Mr. Curry indicated in a letter to
Eaad ‘ [y .

Representative Thelma Buchiholdt that the methodology” for the cost study "should

- . . . . o
serve as a reasonable basis for determining direct faculty e€xpenditures per student

~,

. " .
and for allocatinig-support and-indirect costs". The gntire text of the letter 1s found’

in Appendix C. . * Ty - .

On May l4, 1981, at’ a meeting with university officials, comprehensx.ve

principles ¥nd procedures for completmg the unit cost stud)7 were reviewed. There

’

was consensus that the meth6dology was appropnate and that 1t would serve to

’

accurately reflect university costs. (See letter 1n A.ppendxx D.) A descr1pt1on of
the methodology is found n Appendlx B. ' 2}

A final meeting was held on November 4, 4981 to review the entire sfudy and
v
to comment o'n a draft of thi§ report. Members of the Umversxty representing the

-

Office of Institutional Planning; /ta&ewxde‘.Flnanual Affairs, and the wasxon of
*

Commumty Colleges,” Rural Education, and Extension Financial Affairs were

RN

‘The discussion served to enhance the precxsxon of the document and to

present.

clar'ify terms that may have been amblguous. The meeting resolted In an agreement

A

»

[
-

B T~

At thus point 1t 1
7 p

/
Studies In Small College® by the Natxonal Center for ngher Educatxon Management

Systems.

"Beciuse there 1s no consensys on how to measure acquired
knowledge, cost analysts have turned to measuring the cost of
the progess that provides the opportumty to acquire knowledge.

-

sa’pproprlate to include a quote from An Approach {o Costu

[
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admlﬂlstrators may wish to.
compare the relative cost of pro\udmg various studemt
programs at varying levels of instruction. The calculated
cost will not take into consideration, the value or .quality of,
. knowledge passed from professor’ to student; therefore, no
tos ariswer is provided as to which student program’ utilized
resoutces most efficiently. However, theycomparison of costs

does provide the challenge t4 examine, dlagnoseLand evaluate °
why the costs are what they are. Unit costs of the

For example, institutional

educational process, jcombmed with other programmatic
information, provide administrators* with the type -ofy
infprmation they can use when. deciding feasible and

' financially sound academlc-program objectivess' (page 44)
The major benefit of this study is to generate insights to,lmpr;ove resource
: B 3

allocation. There has Qot been, nor was there intend®d-to be, any attempt to

recognize differences in quality\ among academic disciplines. The .data contained

B

here can’prdve pseful, however, asa significant management tool.

-

L ]

Cost analysis data does serve to ;d&ntify relative differences in operating one

i

- - . -
/

community college as compared to anbt\h};r. This cost analysis can and does show__

quite .clearly where these. differences exist. Additional study 1s fequired to

determine wﬁy such differencgs occur, whether they could or sholild be changed,

and what the impqct.of any changeis might be. v y

The student ¢redit hour (SCH) was used as the unit measure of cost.

Non=credit co}es were related to*"st(dent credit hour equivalents" by using the

P ~

formula as expiained in Apperdix C. Althoughr contact hours could have been-used,

o 4 -
it was decided to use student credit hours becau$efthey more appropriately reflect

the productivity for a given course.
] - -

credit courses within the cdmmunjty college system are open-entry and therefore ’

1

- N . \
have variable contact h%urs per student. It was felt that the use of contact hours as

' i

the unit of measure would weigh too heavil§ for open-entry courses when compared
. [ -

\ .

to t"ad' ional courses, £ - ,
' ) Lo - -+,

Pl

This decision’ wa§ made even though several




. '

A Qomprehensive presentation &f instructional cost should 1nclude'ft+re' )

depreciation expense dbf equipment used in various classes. This is especially true
, ° for vocational courses. Depreciation expense was not includegd 1n this study beeause

an appropriate inventory of €quipfment associated with particular courses could not )

-

| X - "be obtamed. The information was not available because the Umversxty lacks a

"

LT detalled automated property system. An appro:;matlon was obtamed however, by

‘ >
usmg current year equipment expendltures.

- .

.- *

-

v

In rev1ew1ng the flgures contained in th1s report the‘reader fhould be aware of

the ‘above comments. The .costs shown were der1ved by usmg a systematic and

£ ob]ectwe procedure that can be replicated; however, it shouid be noted that, the .
LV oo . : . IR
M ' rigor of the methodology notwithstandmg, the _costs do not ‘necessarily reflect an. s

' ) optimum situation or represent a standard benchmark. The~y represent a good
' T ., f ~ 7 -y

J approximation of what actually ocourred in 1980-81; 'they present. a "snapshot" for
one fiscal year. T:he information .should serve.'as a- resource for further study of ‘ .
factgrs af‘fecth\g the‘educationag process at thefcbmmomty colleges and prov1de

< s . ! 3

Ay

data for analysis of the allocation of resources. — -+ . : ‘.
. . “ ‘ , . - 2
. . . / ) B ) Lo :
< LN s
, . The locations of tHe Uhiversity df Alaska community colleges arg shown hn
. Figure 1. The colleges provide instruction 1n -areas ranging from villageg with-as
- / .~ few as a dozen ‘residents to sthe city of Anchorage with a population of 200,000.
\ ) 2 . .
. Some service areas are larger than the state of Ohio. Also shown i Figure | are
N - . - i ? P ~
" the PYE enrollments for each institution for the 1980-81 fiscal year.
N ) L . - $ » -
b » ~ " 7 ) :
- 3 . , - .
- ’ ~ : e r
) ) ) .. ’
-, .
k . A ¥
+ ~ *
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. COMMUNITY COLLEGES OF ALASKA P : ) ‘ ’

SHOWING FYE STUDENT ENROL L MENT Coo T / - R

Flscal Year 1981

' /Tanana Valley Community College
Matanuska-Susitna Community College

-

Anchorage Eomm unity CoHege .

-
» . -

o,

-~

LQPrince William Sound Comrﬁunity College

Y \

Sitka Community College .

2

~ 1
Kodiak Community College Ketchikan Community College
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! GLOSSARY OF TERMS - .

e ' '3 . ———

-

[

D
4 <
~

Academic Year - A period of instruction encompassing Fall and Spring semesters.

- ™

Adult-Basic Education - Remedial non-credit coursework for adults havingtless than

equivalent high school skills. Threétypes of educational activities are included:

4

\ ) *
1. Activities that provide the‘basic skills for an adult to function in society;
- R . o
2. Activities thgt enable adults to continue their education to at least the
f ] - .
{ - - P ~ -

equivalent of a secondary school education;

3. Activities that enable adults to secure traming necessary for employment:
{

Community Interest Courses- Non-credit courses that address the educational,

cultu%l.: sociam recreational needs of the constituency served by the community

college. - . /

Coritact Hour - In-class time equal to one class perlog that lasts approxgrr\ately
. -

sixty minutes. 1“ ) ! .' RN

Con'ngnsanon - The salary and related fringe benefits paid to a community college

teacHer. - : T : . R
J

Cost of Living: Differential - An index used to®adjust a full-tithe teacher's salary

nses within the state. 4 -

because of varying costs'of living

Direct Instructional Cost - Tho s that can 9e specifically 1der§ﬂfied ‘/gh the
0 . // ’

-

instructional component. The costs include personnel rc’empensatloa, egquipment,

supplies, and other current expenses.

)

Fiscal Year 1981 - That period of time beginning July 1, 1980 and ending June 30,

.1981.. . . |

Fiscal Year Equated (FYE) Student - A hypothetical student who enrolls for’
“ . s -\ . : ~

thirty-four credit hours per fiscal year. , ) s )

e . \ a i /
v
/ . ’
oS ¥

\ 7




.vocational education' category.

o
M
N ’ 2 ..

.Fuil-fime Equivalent (FTE) Tealr& - A‘;t?ypothet-icafwteacher who teaches frftee'n
]

semester hours durmg each semester.
»

Full time Equxvalent (FTE,) St-udent -A hypothetlcal student who enrolls U fxfteen

’

» - » »

credit hours per semester.

Full-time Teachers - All“p‘ermanent academic and vocational instructionat pérsonnel

as defmed 1n "Cornmumty College Agreement between thE Alaska Community
/

College Federation of Teathers Local 2404, AFT and The University of Alaska, July
I, 1979 - March 31, 1981", . * L ' ya

™~
Full Operating Cost - The sum of direct instructional costs and those indirect costs

not directly attributable to instruction. The indirect costs include componemts such
. J J

¢

as plant and administration, academic support, and student services. -

o
General Education Courses - Courses applicable toward general o§ specific degree

" or certificate requirements, except those that are in the "career education/

Part-time Teachers - Instructional personnel paid on a per-course basis.
¥ . \

. .
Student Credit Hour - A wnit of measure that represents one student engaged.n an

-

-~

activity f*r which one hodr of credX®ward a degree or other certificate 1s granted

i . .
upon successful completion. Total student credit hours for a course are caledlated
o

y “multiplying the course's credit holr value by the nur)fﬁer of students enrolled In
< : ame p

. ol . /
. - >
the course. ¥ - .

L] . ,
Student Credit Mqur Equivalent - For non-credit courses, a unit of measure which 1s

- -

calculated using tHe formula: (number of students enrolled) x (hours of class contact

-
-

§
per week) x (number of weeks) divided by 30. g .

Unit Cost - The average cost per urtit of service (student credxt hour) produced In

mstructxonal areas. It is derived by d1v1d1ng total d1rect cost i1n an area by the total

°

student credit hours produced.

F
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AN //—‘jctational E ducation Courses- .Thuose courses that are designed individually or as -
. - \ > & )
\] . .
part of a program to directly prepare students for paid or unpaid employment or for - .
A ' =~
additional preparation requiring other than a baccalaureate or advanced degree. :
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.ABBREVIATIONS USED FOR EACH{COMMUNlTY COLLEGE

. AN

’

’ ’ .

//_f?CC Aﬂchorage“Comenity College

KCC Ketchikan Community College

»

7 KOCC Xodiak Community College

- .
’,

KPCC Kenai Peninsula Community College
N KUE:C. g Kuskokwim Céme'L‘mny‘CQHege P
~MSscC M-ata.rytaZSusitna Community College - )
/N/WCC, + Northwest Community Collegel' .
" PWSCC | Prmc‘e Willlal;n Sound Commumty‘ College
( ..

# scc Sitka Community College

\,

%,

TVCC - Tanana Valley Gommu‘ny College
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— FTE Teacher Compensafign per FYE Student )

4 >

The foundation ot the unit cost study is cost of FTE teacher compensation '
{ : ‘ )

associatéd with tfe Instruction of students as illustrated in Table | and Figure 2.
. > v . : )
~ These costs represent the porgsions of the teachers' workloads which have been s

.

a‘ttributed ta the courses they teach. }he amounts shown in Table | 'do not include

4 »

that portion qf the teachers' salary related to advising, committee work, course

¢

« development, etc. Moreover, supporting costs such as clerical services, supplies,
{ . ¢ °
.. ‘apd équipment are not included. - ‘

- . .
. .

. R ) ~

Four categories of courses have been identified for the study: vocatienal
Courses, non-vocational courses, community interest courses, and "adult ‘basic
education courses. (See Appendix E for the 1dentification of vocational and

non-vocational courses). Also, a dlstinction has been made between first. year and
a &

second year course levels. The "first year" designation represe’nts courses numbered
» 050-199 inclusively, with the "second ye/ar" designation representing courses A
numbered 200-299 inclusively. No such designation 1s appropriate for the

community interest and adult basic education courses -which are, by definition,
A} ' /
non-credit. »

. Data for the community colleges show that FTE teacher compensation costs

-

display wide varnability. For credit courses, they *range from $1,621 at Tanana
( -
Valley Community College to 53,6{1 at Kuskokwim Community College. For all

7’

courses, they range from a low of $1,493 at Tanana Valley Commuﬁlty College to

A

$3,631 at Northwest Community College.

- ‘ * ~
) ) ) ~ . & - Al
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Another way to show the variability of the community. college costs 1s to

\\4 cofn‘:are the d}fferencgs bf costs usmg}hchorage Community Colkege as base. The
data in Table 2 show indices of FTE téacher compensation per FYE student with

. —— ~ . * - £
. Anchorage Communit} College costs equalling 1.00. . !

"

In order to draw a fairer comparison between the community college costs, 1t 1s
- necessai'y' to factor out cost of liveng differentials which are used as multipliers of

the base salaries of full-time teachers. The chart ‘below shows the cost of living

~ ~

- ,
differentials for eagh community college. , p,
' Campus - - Differentials . » . ‘
-~ ' s
Y Anchorage . 1.000 -
| ) Kenai Peninsula 1105
- o Ketchikan . 1.006
~ Kodiak ‘ 1.142 . .
Kuskokwim 1418
// Mat-Su 1,018 ’ ~
- Northwest 1418 ,

’ . . Prince Willhiam Sound 1.159

L " Sitka/ 1.100 - .
Tanana Valley v . 1.079

< .
It should be noted that the degree of thé éffect of the differenuals is '

influenced by the propbrtion of full-time and part-time FTE teachers since the,

2

« «differentials are not applied to part-time salaries. Moreover, the variability of )

> these costs 17'decreased when dlffewtials are not Included. A comparison of the

differences 1n Cost with ‘the/dlfferennals,?fa%)red out 1s illustrated in Table 2A.

r
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ABLE 1

FTE Teacher Compensation Per FYE Student)

-

‘e e Fiscal Year 1981
4 ) .
« .
N .Kenaf Y Prince Tanana | System
 Anchorage Peninsula Ketchikan Kodiak Kuskokwim Mat-Su Northwest Wm. Sound Sitka Va¥Yley | Average .
L2 Y — +~
General® Education . ) . . h Lo o
First Year $1,645 42,229 $3,469,  $3,553  $3,310 $1,680 $3,609 $2,048  $2,927 $1,39 ;2.578/ ..
Second Ygar ¢ 2,399 2,129 4,282 . 3,653 '2;149 2,986 _ 6,327 1,968 3,329 14705 2,693
« . -
Total General Educayion 1,813 2,198 3,650 3,574 :1044 2,045  4,2777 - 2,024 3,014 1,439 2,606 ' o~
Yocational Educatign® / .
First Year ,9 2,294 2,979 2,868 , 4,611 2,986  2,6)0 - 2,248 . 2,354 1,556 2,482
Second Year 09 ¢ 4,014 2,294 1,867 15,694 7,38 N/A 1,385 1,75 2,690 | 2,690
. ) //_'/ s v .
Total Vocational e ¢ . N . ‘gﬁ Y,
Education 2,451 2,784 /./889 2,717 5,508 3,786 2,610 2,054 2,292 1,760 | 2,664 ,
7 R ) ' .
" Total All Credit . . " . ,
Courses 2,021~ 2,430 3,278 3,275 . 3,611 2,647’ 3,586 2,036 2,758 1,621 2,703
Cobmunity Interest © 2,099 2,006 623 1,646 12,702 1,173 4,881 70 1,171 564 1,410
- Ve - ’
Adult Basic Education 791 1,489 / 679 1,160 . 792 552 N/A 3,159 2,088 N/A 976 /
) —
[ 2 - T
\_ - , -
Total Aj_l,Courses $1,929 $2,411 $2,939 $2,653  $3,167  $2,507 $3,63 \ $1,571 ' x‘n;ea $1,493 | $2,580
» B A\l “
N/A = Not Applicable ; L& ’
. — .
- '™ (4
Y ¢ )
UNIT COST STuDY -13- :
- -
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e . TABLE 2 : .
LLomparison of FTE Teacher ensation Per FYE Student

'ERIC ) 2

IToxt Provided by ERI -

. ) < Using Anchbfgge Community College as Base "(=1.00) . .
il , , Fiscal Year 1981 ‘
- - - ., ® - R -
1 . . ’
y A ¢ ' - ) R .
’ ~ Kenat - . ) . Prince Tanana
X ! ;n;:hwggef Peninsula Ketchikan Kodiak Kuskokwim Mat:Su Northwest Wm. Sound Sitga Valley
- - - ¢
« . p . . .
. General Education v ot \ \
. o . F
First Year 1.60 1.36 2.11 . 2.0} 1.02 2.19 1.24 1.78 .85
Second Year 1.00 .89 » .78 1. .90 l.24° 2.64 .82 ).39 .
Total General Rducation ):OO 1.21 2.01 1.97 1.68 1.13 2.36 102 1,66 .79
. ” ' ) . ¢
* Vocational tducation . '
First Year 1.00 1.16 T.s0 1.45 2.32 .51 " 1.32 113 1.19 .78
Second Year 1.00 .98 .59 .41 3.82 1.78° N/A .33 .43 .65
Total Vocational .-
Education 1.00 1.14 1.18 1.11 2.25 1.54 1.06 .84 .94 g2
N
Total A1l Credit
Courses 1.00 J20 e 1.62 1.79 1.31 1.77 1.01 .36 .80
’ PN )
Community Interest 1.00 .96 +30 7 .18 6.05 .56 2.31 03 .56 .27
: . . {
Adult Bag*ic Education 1.00° 1.88 ) 186 1.47 1.00 .70 N/A 3.99 2.64 ' N/A
Total A1l Courses 1.00 1.25 1.52 1,38 * 1.64 1.30 1.88 .81 1.38 .7]
4 : ° .
i ) ] \
7/ 1 Vo
\ - . v .
UNIT COST STUDY , ) T :
Q ’ . -




o I e
, ' : / TABLE 2A
- i Comparisbn of FTE Teacher Compensation/FYE Studéntf — '
L I - Less Cost of Living Differential a - ©
” As Base (=1.00) ’ .
“ Fiscal Year 1981 =«
- Kenai AR Prince Tanana
‘ __Anchorage -Peninsula Kétchikan Kodiak qukokwim Mat-Su Northwest Wm. Sound Sitka Vglle
N . : < e
General ,Education \ (] ) .
First Year 1..00 129" 210 199 74 .01 1.93 J.22 170 ]‘ 0.83
Second Year 1.00 * 0.86 = 1.78 1.42 .76 1.24 .27 0.72 1.30; 0.70
N R - H
Tota] General Education 1.00 1.16 2.01 1.82 1. 45 1.12 2.06 1.06 1.58. 0.78
N 4
> . i
Vocational Education vt ) -
First Year 1.00 1.07 1.50 1.33 1.79 1.49 1.02 . 1.06 1.3 0:’7&
Second Year . * ,1.00 0.89 0.55 . .69 1.75 N/A . 0.42 _ 0.62
Total Vocational . .
Education \ 1.00 1.05 1.17 1.03 1.70 1.53 0.83 0.79 0.89 0.69
Total All Credit )
Courses 1.00 1.13 1.62 1.50 1.47 1.30 1.11 0.95 1.30 0.77
. . » kY )
Community Interest 1.00 0.87 0.30 0.78 4.29 0.56 2.3 0.03 0.56 0.27°
, - . )
Adut Basic Education 1.00 1.88 0.86 1.47 0.83 0.70 N/A 3.45 2.64 N/K
Total All Courses 1.00 1.18 1.52 1.27 1.32 1.29 1.60 0.76 1.32 0.75
» . b
'3
UNIT 0ST STUDY \/—; -16- N '

[Kc

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC
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FTE Students per FTE Teacher . - Ty

A major factor whichr affects higher educa&iop cost patterns is the proportion
of students to teachers. Student7teacher ratios by course level and course category

. for the 1980 fall semester are presented in Table 3 and Figure 3.
. . -
With the exception of Anchorage Community College and Tanana Valley

Com;nunity College, the student/teacher ratios for credit courses are relatively -
consistent among the remaining colleges. One would expect that Anchorage and -
Tananha Valley éommunity Colleges would have a higher s%udent/te;her' ratio
becéuse they enroll considerably more students than the other eight community
colleges and -th,e déta/conﬁrm that expectation. The student/teacher ratios of

) community interest and adult basic education activitigs show a higher degree of
. : . - . .

variability than do credit course student/teacher satios.

»

It is usually expected that the student/teacher ratio would be lower for second

year courses ‘because of student a#trition. This i3 true in eight community colle§es

N

Aor general education courses and six community colleges for vocational education.
. .
s ,Higher student/teacher ratios generally mean a lower cost per student.

' IAnothe,r major factor .(compensation per FTE teacher) which affects higher

>

education cos ‘ttns is described in the next section.

- - :
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y ' .. : ,
' . - Ve ) N . TABLE 3
\
|

FTE Students Per FTE Teacher by Course Level and Catepoq

_ : Fiscal Year 1981 ‘
» ) \ ‘, )
Kenai 4 , : , Prince, Tanana | System
Anchorage Peninsula Ketchikan Kodiak Kuskokwim Mat-Su Northwest Wm. Sound Sitka Valley | Average
e . * ' . .
General Education ’ - C .
- First Year 23.7 15.5 10.5 9.6 =~ 8.0 15.4  , 6.7 10.0 9.7 18.3 10.3
. Second Year ' 17.9 12.3 6.5 - 9.1 12.3 9.4 4.2 7.4 9.8 13. 9.6,
v /’\ .
Total General Education  22.1 4.3 . 9.3 9.4 8.7 12.9 5.9 7 9.0, 9.7 7.2 9.6
{ B4 .
Vocational Educatiop . .
A ]
First Year 19.6 %.06 . 1.6 10.2 7.7 » 0.6 10.5 7.9 13.0 _ 24.4 1. )
Second Year 1.3 _10.6 13.9 10.5 4.8° 7 6.3 N/A 4.4 15.8 18.6 N
- ; /( * /( ~
Total Vocational > Y \
Education * 16.9 13.9' 11.9 10.2 7.4 9.4 10.5 8.8 13.3 . 23.2 4, 1.2
. ’ -~ - R . N
//
Total- A1l Credit . : .
4 Courses * 20.1 14,2 10.4 9.7 ‘8.4 11.5 7.1 8.9 10.8 * 20.2 10.06
— . Vi o ‘!;_
Community Interest 11.8 5.8 - 16.5 6.1° 4.4 - 5.5 4.4 24.3 jo 6.4 6.3 .
. . B . Al . .
. Adult Basic Education * 45.6 10.0 5.5 ° 2.9 15.9 7.9 N/A 39.0 20.0 na o |* 8.0
» ' N iy
‘ - L) e )
Tota) A1l Courses 20.6 * 3.7 2 104 0.3 ° 9.3 10.5 7.0 “11.7 §8 6.0 | 107
- B a ‘ - . N -
1) ¥ 1
' L) . n N
-~ -
- ® |

‘ . . ) .
UNIT COST STUDY L -14- ’ - 28
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L4

Compensation per FTE Teacher

Compensation paid to teachers is anothertmajor factor in the determination of
: m

higher edycation costs. Table 4 shows the compensation for FTE teachers teaching

A .
credit courses and- the percentage distribution of FTE teachers. The costs are /

.« &

divided into three categories: the- average compensation for full-time FJE teachers,

~ »

t!e average compensation for part-time I:TE teachers and the overall average

compensation of all FTE teachers. Figure 4 illustrates the overall average

N

[ .
compensa¥ion of teachers and Figure 5 d.epicts the proportion of FTE full-time and

-

part-time teachers.for' each college. The community colleges arydmplayed In

A —

ascending order of overall average con{pensatlon. ~The overall average
. ~ b
compensation per FTE teacher ranges.from a low of $18,923 at Prince William

Sound to C high of $38,67é at Northwest Community ,College. It 1s important to

note that the ratio between full-ni:a and part-time FTE teachers plays an

important role in the determmat%of the o;/era‘lL average compensation (lL.e., the
* »
higher the percentage of full-time tegfhers, the higher the overall average). -Of

» ‘-
' .

course, the aforementioned cost of living differenwals also can have a significant

,
effect upon the overall average.

~
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" TABLE 4 \
Conpensation Per FTE Teacher Teaching Credit Courses

and Percent age Distribution of FTE Teachers
Fiscal Year 1981

Full-Time
FTE

$37,883
40,944
41,946
43,934
- .
41,336
L)
/44,92

43,562

43,622

54,028 ~

56,797

\
Pirt-(ime Overall
FTE Average
$17,244 $18,923
14,931 22,422
‘ t
16,952 2,831
17,228 26,438
16,327 27,835
- 16,165 28,013
N
16, 30,536
1228 33,933
17,067 344913
17,344 38,679

-21-

31

Percentage Distribution
of FTE Teachers

ﬂ .

%
2%

3%

46%
Ay
52%
63%
agx

41%

[ag
91%
N
69%
66%
54%
59%
o1
37%
52%

59%




[ . .
AVERAGW COMPENSATION PER FTE TEACHER
. r.

Fiscai Year 1981 '
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Community Colleges

r
’ 4
L]
' FIQURE & ) .
DISTRIBUTION OF FTE TEACHERS ’
. , .
¢ Y, ’ + Fiscel Yeor 1981 - \ .
e
\ ’ : ’ .
- ~ | acc - ’ , .
\ >
KPCC
' “ xuce
({9
h -
~
. KoCC
NWCC -
MsCC
scc . , ~
TvCC ‘ - ) .
7 ] ‘
PWSCC ™
| ! | | | 1 L |
100 78 50 28 0 28 80 78 100
: Percent . Percent * oo V.r_‘)
_ Pasttime Tnc‘hou . ‘ Full-time Teschers | )




Student/Teacher Ratio and Percantage Distribution of Teachers

. . It was noted_ in tper two previous sections that two major factors in the
, _ ’ , .-
determination of the cost for teaching FTE teacher compensation per FYE students
. 48 the student/teacher ratio and teacher compensation. The relationship between

those two factors and cost is illustrated in Table 5. In general, the higher the

student/teacher ratio the lower the 'cost and the higher the percentage of full-time
FTE teachers the higﬁer the cost. Tanana-%alley Community College exhibits the

lowest cost because it has the highest student/teacher ratio an/d/a low percentage of

[N
-

full-tlme;ﬁ teachers. Kuskokwim Community College, on the other hand,

3

exhibits the highest cost because of a lower student/teacher ratio and a moderately

high distribution of full-tm_%g FTE teachers. It should be noted that although

Anchorage Communuity College has a higher distribution of full-time FTE teachers,

-

the student/teacher ratio is also very hign, therefg{g contributing to a lower cost.




TABLE 5
The Relationship of Student/Teacher Ratio and Percentage Distribytion of Tea'chers )
.to FTE Teachen Compensatton Per FYE Student for Credit Courses
Fiscal Ykar 1981
‘ &
- 4
Teaching FTE ' — - i
Teacher Student Percentage Distribution
Compensation Per  Teacher of FTE Teachers
‘FYE_Student  _Ratio A er ,
(_ Tanana valley S I 71 20.2 2% %
. .
Anchor age . 2,021, « 20.1 63% 7371 '
: 3 o
. Prince William Sound 2,036 A 7 89 - " w ' 91 :
Kenai Penigsula ¢ 2,430 14.2 Y 48%
' \
Mat-Su . 2,649 . 11.5 34?‘- 66% . \
. . A ]
v 1 .
Sitka 2,758 10.8 3% 69%
- ‘ .
Kodiak 3,275 9.7 1% 59%
.
/ Kegcnikan , 3,278 ' 10.4 46% 54%
4
_Northwest (/ 3,586 7.1 41y 59%
Kuskokwim 3,611 8.4 : 48% \ 52%
r d
)
’ #
R,
UNIT' 0OST STUDY - 25- 30
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v

Total Direct Instructiohal Cost per FYE Student 5

r

: . 1 y
Direct instructional support costs include such departmental, dlv;,smnal; and/or

college costs as other personnel compensation, equxpmfnt, supplies and other
current expenses. Adding these amounts to the cost of teacher compensation (shown

-

. . *
in Table | ) equals Eotal direct instructional cost as outlined in Table 6.
. ' . / - )
After teacher compensation was calculated .and related to the course
\ .
categories and gourse levels, the direct 'sg‘ppoqt costs were distributed among the
_ .

various instructional categories of the;,e'ﬁfm'trmty colleges Based on criteria outlined

"in the methodology presented in Appendix C. The information in Table 7 compares

the differences of direct instructional costs per FYE student using Aanorage

Community College as the ‘base. It should be noted that a portion of the cost

-

variance can be attributed to the effect of economy of scale. fn other words,

L} “~“a P

because Anchorage Community College has considerably more students than the

rest of the community colleges, 1t 1s expected that their costs will be lower.
'v

~

.

26 .37
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~

“ * ‘ * - -~ \
/‘ 4 ’
N : /
. ‘ - . TABLE 6 )
. .. Total Direct Instructional Cost Per FYE Student . o
Fiscal Year 1981 v‘?‘ : ’
. "L Kenai . : .. Prince’ .‘, . " Tanana System
*  Anchorage Péminsula’ Ketchikan Kodiak  Kuskokwim Mat-Su Northwest Wm. Sqund Sitka - Valley |‘Average
-~  General Education - ’ h
First Year $2,762 $3,351 . §5,006  $6,736 § 9,755 $3,433 $6,329  $6,991 $4,872 $3,600 | $4,944
Second Year 3,596 3,219 « 5,904 6,655 8,170 4,71 9,433 6,990 5,012 4,013 5,458
- ’ ~— ’
Tatal General Education 2,948 3,309 5,213 ;6,719 9,391 3,790 7,091 6,991 4,902 3,657 | 5,058
’ Al
/ | \ ‘
Vocational Education &
First Year 3,1 3,873 4,598 ’ 6,114 ”.27'5 5,006 8, 387 6,893 . 3,710 3,950 - 4,802
Second Yee(: 5,522 N5, 713 3,683 5,081+ 22,783 9,641 N/A 5,956 3,189 C§.]]3 5,522
. ' : . ‘ A
» Total Vocational e *
" Education ™ 3,647« 4,3% ) 4,478 5984 12,207 5,865 8,387 692 3,657 4,159 | 5472
) 2 . - .
Total All Credit |
Courses 3,174 3,740 4,852 6.49} 7 - 10,040 4,507 ~7,628 6,874 - 4,46 3,942 4,680
\ 2 : ) / N
- ) N )
Community”Interest 2,793 2,743 1,817 4,166 17,818 2;73] 7,153 4,715 2,464 2,649 2,768
' [ . ' . 0
Adult Basic Education 1,485 2,202 1,899 3,674 6,213 2,036 'N/A . A,792 3,241 N/A ’ 2,722
2 4 -
- <.
« .
Total Al] Courses 43,037 43,705 $4,468  $5.627. §$ 9,243 $4,339  §7,611  $6,338  $4,314 43,785 | 44,404
L] + ~ ~
q
N J o \
- /
'UNIT COST STUDY ) \ S w=20- ‘ . —39
{ "

38

N
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System

. Tanana
tka -Valley |*Average
872 $3,600 | $4,944
D12 4,013 5,458
902 3,657 | 5,058
10 3,95 | 4,802
189 45.]13 5,522
657 4,159 | 5472
461 3,942 4,680
)
464 2,649 | 2,768
21 N/A | 2,722
43,785 | 44,404

T,



i ) TABL
Comparison of Digct Instructtofdl
Anshorage Community te

Fiscal Year 1981

'

er FYE Studeat Using
s Base (=1.00)

.; < ’ ‘\, Kenai , ) il Prince Tanana
Anchorage Peninsula _ Ketchikan Kodiak  Kuskokwim Mat-Su Northwest Wm. Sound Sitka Valley
. General Education ’ i ! N
First Year 100 “1.21 1.82 2.44 " 3.53' 1. 2.29 2.53 1.76 1.30
Second Year 1.00 .90 1.64 1.85 2.27 .31 2.62 1.94 1-39{ 1.12
- Total General Education 1.00 1.12 1.77 2.28' 3.19 1.29 2.41 2.37 1.66 1.24
Yocational Education i
First Year 1.00 .20 1448 1.9] 3.62 1.61 2.70 2.22 1.19 1.27
Second Year 1.00 1.03 .67 .92 4,13 1.75 N/A 1.08 .58 .93
4 - .
i L
TotR \gational ‘ . : W -
Education - 1.00 1.21 1.23 1.64 3.35 1.61 2. 30 1.84 1.00- 1.14
atton © , A N T
- - ]
Total A1l Credit . . - ' .
Courses 1.00 1.18 1.53 2.04 36 1.4’40 2.17 1.41 1.24
Y - = - -
Community Interest ° . 1.00 .98 .65 + 1.49 6.38 .98 2.56 1.69 .88 .95
‘ \L\ X . N f
Adult Basic Education 1.00 1.48 1.28 2.47 4.18 1.%7 N/A 5.25 2\18 N/A
. - . ‘
" ’ P - tg
Total Al1 Courses ( 1.00 1.22 1.47 1.85 - 3.04 1.43 2.51 2.09 242 T.2p
- : . d )
\ . -
-
'[mn cosr ST{J -28- 40)
[Kc AN
B ‘ . !




Full Cost per FYE Student -~

Full operating costs, shown in Table 8, include instructional and other related
» L. . .
costs which are attri\buted 1o the?educational&tivities of stdents. The allocation

.

of indirect costs (administration and plant, academic support, student seavices, etc.)

5y
1

is the final step in the process. In this allocation, the costs of the supp@i’ting

’

programs are distributed based upon the “criteria outlined in Qppendlx C. Here

agai.n,a high degree of yariance s exhibited in Table 9 which Eompares the

differences of full operating costs using Anchorage Community College as base.

"

Figure 6 shows the comparison be’v%en direct instructional cost per FYE student
v

a

and full operating cost per FYE student. ~

v

1<

)'

-

-~



- TABLE '8
~ Full Operatifg Cost Per FYE Student )
L Fiscal Year 1981

s ~ .
\.,_/
. 7 Kenai J : . ) " Prince Tanana | System
* Anchorage Peninsula Ketchikan Kodiak  Kuskokwim Mat-Su Northwest Wm. Sound Sitka Valley | Average
General Education . . . .
First Year $5,012 $5,076 $7,389; 9,908 $14,467  $6,362 $11,838‘ $9,117  $7,225 $5,668 .| $7,307
Second Year 5,854 b ,4.942 8,274 9,848 12,858 7,636 14,963 9,116 7,359 6,103 7,955
Total General Education 5,200 5,034 7,586 . 9,895 14,112 ,6.718 12,599 9,117 7,254 5.728) 7,420
{,
— 3 - —
- - !
Vocational Edycation - . .
First Year '5,359- '5.@06 6,972 91293 15,997 7,932 13,908 ‘9,024 6,066 6,019 7,452 »
‘ Second Year 7,786 7,447 6,072. - 8,264 27,343 12,555 N/A 8,072 5,654 7,189 7,786
Total Vocational . . . .. ) -
Education - 5,893 6,130 ' 6,854 9,164 16,916' 8,789 13,908 8,820 6,013 6,230 7,822
b . s O
Total All Credit h .
Courses 5,425 5,468 7,228 9,639 14,7408 7,434 13,14) 9,000 6,814 6,012 7,331
N . ,-.
Community Interest 5,039 4,470 4,1 7,349 22,477 3,645 12,687 6,847 4,788 * 4,72] 4,914 M
.Adult Basic Education 3,733 ' 3,874 4,296 6,846 10,909 4,814 N/A 9,917 - 5,598 q,/A ] 5,206
. v K"\
2
- -
. » . -
Total A1l Courses, $5.288 . $5,432 $6,842 $8,804 $13,944 $7.;64 $13,125 $8,466 - $6,666 $5,856 $7,053
¢ . '
o ¢ B .
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TABLE 9 ' ‘
- Comparison of Full Operating Costs Per FYE Student Using
Ahchorage Tommunity College as Base (=1. 00)

v Fiscal Yvear 1987 .
Y ) X
T’ Kenai ‘ ) Prince Tanana
JL . Anchorage  Peninsula Ketchikan Kodiak Kuskokwim Mat-Su 'Northwest wm. Sound SJitka Valley
_ beneral Education
First Year 1.00 1.01 1.47 nﬂ 2.89 . 1.27 2.36 1.82 1.44 1.13
Second Year . , 1.00 .84 1.4) 1.68 2.70 , 1.30 2.56 1.36 1.26 1.04
Total General Education 1.00 . .97 1.46 1.90 2.71~ 1.29 2.42 1.75 1,40 1.10
- v
' ( '
o~
Vocational Education s . .
®irst Year 1.00 1.05 1.30 1.73 2.99 1.48 2.60 1.68 1.13 1.12
Second Year N ‘, 1.00 - .96 .78 1.06 3.5] 1.61 N/A 1.04 .71 .92
Total Vocational ] - ’
Education - 1.00, 1.04 . -1.16 1.56 2.87 1.49 2.36 1.50 .02 1.06
Tot&) A1l Credit ) . : .
Courses 1.00 1.01 - 1.33 1.78 2.72 . 1.37 3.42 1.66 1.2¢ 1.1
. . \ .
Community Interest 1.00 .89/ 83, 146 4.6 Jé 2.2 1.36 95 .94
Adult Basic Education 1.00 1.04 ©o1.5 1.83 2.92 1.29 N/A 2.66 ° 1.50 N/A
A .
[ - \ . '
. .
Total A1l Courses 1.00 1.03 - 1,29 1.66 .64 N 1LY 2.48 1.60‘ 1.26 1.1
< <
8
. ' b ' :
UNIT 57 STUDY , -31- v . :

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

EKC - T 44



/ . :,\'* : -

FIGURE 6

(7222222207272

‘ ) COMPARISON OF DIRECT INSTRUCTIONAL col PER FYE STUDENT
. $15000_, | 71:»{ FULL OPERATING COST PER FYE STUDENT
| \ Dlro; instructional Cost .Hu.}vu’ ma‘ﬂ .
N .
g '.37,500_‘ r |
'} N
gy N |
$5,000_ Y e § \
, N
s \ M
: \ N |
$2 500_] \/ ) . \\\ A \ \
NN N | NN
JLNLNLLN NN

ACC ’acc ce - scC KCC MSCC 3 c
' s " Community Colleges L -} )

o ° .
i EMCLSHC«!SM, : - -32.-




.

Summary of Costs per FYE Student by Component '

Tabld 0 p{ov1des a summary of both direct )nd indirect costs per FY?tudent

]
by component. Total direct instructional cost per FYE student Is the sum of FTE

N teacher compénsation per FYE student and all other direct instructional costs per

FYg student. Total indirect cost per FYE student 1s the sum of academic support,

student services and plant and administfation costs per FYE student.
N - - . .
In general, plant and administration Costs are higher at the rural institutions,

Ve
Le., Kodiak, Kuskokwim and Northwest Community Colleges. The ¢ost of student
. .
3 services per FYE student 1s consistently fow fer all institutions; however, academic

i

support costs vary considerably. i

J

S

47
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. "“(‘_' TABLE 10 / ’
Summary of Costs Per Student by Componefit -
o - ~ Fiscal Year 1981 ’ \ = \
) Instructional Component .
All Other Academic Student
FTE Teachel Direct Tota) Support Service Total
Compensation Inst. Cost Direct Inst. Cost Per Cost Per Plant & Admin, Indirect full Cost
Per FYE Per FYE_ Per Cost FYE FYE Cost Per  Cost Per Per
Student Student FYE Student  Student Student- » FYE Student FYE Student  FYE Student
i R - —t .
Anchorage $1,929 $l.10q ’ ; {3.037 $693 $}7 e $2.251 $5,288
Kenai Peninsula " 2,40 1,294 3,705 231 388 108 1,727 5,432
Ketchikan ’ 2,93 1,529 4,488 737 150 1,487 2,37¢Y 6,842
Kod {ak 2.653v 2,974 5627 471 296 2,410 3,177 8,504
Kuskokwim (3,167 6,067 9,243 ¢ 995 522 .3.184’ 4,701 \ 13,944
Mat-Su 2,507 1,832 4,339 - 627 238 2,060 2,925 7,264
Nor thwest 3,631 3,980 7,611 1,079 N/A 4,435 5,514 13,128
Prince Wm, Sd. 1,571 4,767 6,338 ’ 178 T ON/A 1,952 2,128 8,466
Sitka 2,664 1,650 4.314\' 928 197 1,227 2,352 6,666
/ - N
Tanana walley‘ 1,493 2,292 3,785 "t 692 104 1,275 2,07 5,856
- ~
/
)
] ‘ ‘I
1
) N
. w
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.Percentage Distribution of Fiscal Year 1981 E xpenditures

~

Table 1| shé\gs the distribution of expenditures by component for each
community college. For the instructional com[ﬁnent, total funa aHocations ranged

from a low of 58 perént at Anchorage and Northwest to a high of 74 percent at

. « -
Prince William Sound. Academ.ic support ranged from two percent at Prince Willam

. -

i
Soeund to |4 percent at Sitka. Both Northwest and Prince William Sound allocated
no funds to student services while Kena: allo¢ated the most with 7 percent of their

total expenditures: Plant and administration costs ranged from 18 percent at Sitka

p . .
v

to 34 percent at Northwest.

System tdtals for eacf of thg components, when compared with the "1979-1980
) .
Finances of 2-Year Colleges" reported in the June 8, 1981 issue of The Chronicte of

[

A}
Higher Education, indicate that in relation to national figures, the community’

colleges in “Alaska distributed a greater percentage of expenditures to both
instryction and academi¢ support, and le€ss to student services and plant and
~administration. Nationwide, community teﬁeges with, less than 5,000 FTE's had 53
percent of theur op;ratlng funds allocated to instruction, |0 percent to academic- '
suppo«(,-‘;\bercent to studgnt services, and 28 percent to plant and administration.
In comparison, Alaskan community colleges allocated 6l percent of their operating
funds to instruction, |1 percent to academic supp6rt,‘ 5 percent to student services,
and 23 percent to plant and admxnlgtradxon. Figure 7 shows Alaska's allocation of

funds i1n graph form and Figure & compares the allocation of funds for Alaska's

community, college system with the national average for community colleges.

4
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T s TABLE 11
J , Percentage Disgribution of Expenditures
. for Alaska's Community Colleges '
Fiscal Year 1981 ‘
T)
. .
Kenai ) Prince Tanana | System| Nationai
Anchorage Peminsula Ketchikan Kodiak Kuskokwim Mat-Su Northwest ilku Sound - Sitka Valley [Total | Avérage
L7
Instruction * !
Teacher . o o~ - v -~ ’
Compensation 45% 54% 4% 35% 29% kY. ] 39% 19% 45% 29% 40
Other 13 1 18 9 3 22 19 55 0 .33 | 2
Total Instruction - 58 68 65 64 66 60 58 74 ' 65 64 61 53
Academic Support 13 4 n 5 7 9 8 2 14 12 1" 10
Student Services .6 7 2 - 3 4 3 0 0 3 2 5 9
Plant and .- .
Administration . 23 21 22 28 23 28 34 24 18 22 23 28
- - i
A~ d . -
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 . 100 100 100 100 100 100
~ i
VA - [
 §
! -lpr A
° /
v 4
’ )
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. SUMMARY

The primary -benefit of this cost study is to generye ' insxgpts for tﬁé‘
,improvemént of resource allocation. Using financial, personnel, and academic data
provided t;y the University of Alaska, this report describes costs directly related to
teaching, costs supportive of the instn;cti?nal process, and total operating c‘osts.

It was shown on Tables | and 2 that the FTE teacher compensation per FYE
stu\de'nt varies cpnsiderably among the community cq{le’ges. Those Istrfutions that
serve a large populati;)n in a relatively smail ge'ographlcal area have a lower cost
than ‘those colleges that serve a sparse population in a; ographical location.
In particular:, Anch'orage Community College and Tanana Valley' Community College
have low costs relatxvé‘ to Kuskokwim Community College and Northwest
Community College. However, other sigmilcant factors that 1nﬁu6ence this cost aré
the proportion of full-ti;ne and part-time FTE teachers and student/teacher ratio.

.o .

Both factors must be taken into consideration as they relate to cost. For instance,
=

Prince William Sound Community College has a relatively low studé?eacher ratio

which would tend to increase cost. On fhe othgr hand, only nine per¢ent of the FTE
tedChers are full-time. As a conseque'née, Prince William Sound's cost of teacher
compensation per FYE s;udent is among the lowest of all t\?icommﬂmty col.leges.
Conversely, Northwest Community College and Kuskokwim Community College,
have low student/teacher ratios and relatively high percentages of‘fu‘ll—txme FTE

. teachers and therefore exhibit high unit costs. Addrtyehally, the base salary of

community college teachers is muitiplied by varyipg cost of living differentials.

Northwest Community College and KuskokwinyY Community College- have the

highest differentials and this tends to rgise\the cost even more.”




.
/ M o o ‘

\ Although itts a general rule tkat second-year courses cost more than first-year
- ; X -
. courses, both in general education and vocational .education, this did not apply at

,%very institution. Another finding is that vocational education Courses are not

necessarily more costly than general education courses._ If the depreciation expense

of equipment could Have been cal{culated, ‘Howevef, vocational courses m; have

*

shown considerably Pnore cost. . -

v

Y .

When focusing upon direct Afistructional cost per FYE student the effect of

-

N "economy of scale" can bé n to some extent. Increases in organization#t size
. -y '

tend to lower unit cost and thus yield economies of scale. For instance, a college

- N . . .
may acquire a computer, specialized administrative officials sughr as a dean or a

. A "
business manager, o¢ a new program, and even though these acquisitions require a

large 1nitial cost, as enrollment grows the cost is spread over more students and
L ]
4

thus unit costs tend to fall. Larfe enrolments also increase the average size of

r

classes by'raising the numbe; of students in the less populated courses. In general,

then, the larger the institution, the greater its ability to use expensive acquisitions
\ s d i

to capacity and thus to reap the gconomies of scale.

Although fhere 1s not a direct linear. relationship between the number of FYE
v -
students enrolled and the direct instructional cost per FYE student, there is a strong

relationship. For instance, Anchorage Community College, with.-an FYE student

& . »
enrollment of 3,457, experienced a direct instructional cest of $3,037. Northwest.

v
13

ommunity College, with an FYE student enrollment of 73,1 had a direct
. » 1 ]

tructional cost per FYE student of $7,611. The point here 1s that economy of

scale 1s an impdrtant factor to recognize when looking at dmct&nst‘mcuonal costs. !

- ¥

ERIC S °6
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‘“\characterisucs. In qther words, this comparison should not be used as a justification .

v

When focusing upon the full operating cost per FYE student, one can see that . ¢
. / . | -
although there 1s some degree of variation among community colleges, 1t 1s not as ‘
pronounced as the direct Instructionak cost. It 1s apparent that there 1s a greatet ~
degree of consistency among the support costs such as academic support, student

, )
services and plant and administration. -

Whep comparing the comn;unlty colleges 1n Alvaska with other two-year
institutions across the nation, it was shown that, 1n Alaska, a greater percentage-of, ' f
expenditures was dlstnbut;H to both Instriction and® academic support and less to.
student serT/R'a,z\and plany and administration. These data, however, should be (AL e ot
with . some skept.lcism because of the dlfflCulty,\Of comparing similar

Lod )
for {qismg or lowering relative expenditures in the Alaskanscommunity colleges.
They were included in this report to merely provide some index of the expenditure
characteristics of the Alaskan community colleges as‘ the;' rélate to community
colleges nationwide. These data d"o show,' however, that the stucient services
compon;ts of all of the Alaskan community colleges may be somewhat low and
‘furth'er study may be required to determine if the low propomon'_of expendl"tnre 1s
having a de'let%:éus etfect upon'th'oée c?mponents. Since community colleges have
as an integral part of their mission student supbort services, 1t would seem that this

c%mponent would be\somewhat higher for the state's community colleges than was

exhibited 1n this study.

. ~4]-
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K

This study focused on institutional expenditures/for the education of students.

4 = The educational function includes not only directiinstfuction, but also those portions

of other instructional costs that may properly be al'located to the education and the
welfare of students. In general, the intent 1s to isolate those educational costs of
_institutions from expenses that are not related to the education and welfare of

students. These would include public service and auxiliary enterprises. Those

“

expenditures are excluded to limit this study to m}anageable proportions and to

l

facilitate )comparisons among the community colleges, not because they are

unimportant.
‘The cost of producing a unit of Instruction 1s a by-produch:ollege policies,

suchds teacher salary levels and teaching load réguirements. InCrease salary levels

N

and/or reduce teaching load requirements dnd the cost of producmg a fixed number

of instructional units will rise. Decrease or hold constant the average salary level

)

* of the teachers and increase the teaching koad, and the cost of producing the same’

number of instructional units will go down.

:

A significant finding of this study 1s that the community colleges 1A Alaska
spénd their money in different ways and experience different costs per EYE

- d
student. This should not be surprising however, because the colleges are different In

several respects. Needs of their respective constituencies, educational del{very

systems, service areas, cost of living differentials, and program emphases are some

-

areas which vary and would have an impact upon cost '

.

v s

It 1s important to note that the question of what hgher education ought to cost

- what 1s the minimal amount needed to provide services of acceptabie*quality - 1s

not answered here. This is primarily because there 1s little 'or no information
. o ,

concerning the true outcomes of higher education. '

| »

~
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Howard R. Bowen, in his study concerning the costs gf higher education ipr the

Al

Carnegie Council on Policy Studies in Higher Educafion, expresses this in direct

"Knowledge of costs, or evern of costs per student unit, give

precious little’ information that ig relevant to either

accountability or admunistration unless accompanied by

. knowledge of outcomgs. There is no way for higher education

. to become properly accountable without knowledge of tne
overall results from institutional efforts.” (p. 168) °

language:

S T~

rd

Althm(:*:)utcomes idezlly should be calculated,” our knowleage of /such
j .

outfomes is lamentably feeble apd 1t 1s pot possible to count costs in terms of true
. 3 /
outcomes. Thus, the student credit hour is used as a proxy for true outcomes. Since

the student credit hour 1s utilized as the measurement for cost, the reader should be L

cognizant of an error frequently committed by critics of higher education. That Is

2 a

_to judge efficiency only in relation to cost. It 1s wrong to assume that an institution

that can educate a student fqr $3,000 a year is- more effi¢lent than one which

4

spends $4,000 per student. The question of which i1s more efficient can pe answered
only when something i1s known about the outcomes.

Perhaps 1t 1s .appropnate to e‘nd thus discussion with another gquote from
Howard Bowen: :

"How can the quality of American higher education be

improved, not only for its traditional students but especially

for the growing numbers of low-income youth, part-time

commuters, and adult learners? All these gyestions have

financial dimensions. Thus, the most all-embracing guestion b
1s: How much money may be needed to operate the American

system of higher education at a reasonable level”" (page x1v)

« '

It 1s with this question in relation to the Alaskan communily
s

colleges _th&{ this study 1s concerned.

43-
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. APPENDIXA  ~ *
-
A Profile of Each Community .College

/ .
Information contained in the following tables provides a summary of student,

teacher, and cost data for each community college for FY 1‘3)80-§l. It is from these
data that many of the tables in thus report have been derived. They are presented .
‘ .

here to show a cofnposite plctlﬁ'e of each community college. An explanation of

each table column follows.
FYE Students ©
¢ -

Thus column represents Fiscal Year Equated (FYE) students
produced during the Fiscal Year 1981. A Fiscal Year Equated (FYE)
student is a hypothetical student who carries 34 credit hodr . per
fiscal year. : ‘

* FTE Teacher . . !
A tull-time equivalent (FTE) teacher 1s a hypothetxcalfeacher who
teaches |5 semester hours during each semester of the academic
year.

Student/Teacher Ratio

This ratio is the quotient derived by dividing the number of Fail FTE
students by the total number of Fall FTE teachers. An FTE student
‘is a hypothetical student who enrolls for L5 credit hours a semester
for the academic year. N ' :

by ~ \
‘ FTE Teachcr“&pmpensation/FYE Student

These costs represent the'pomon of the teachers' workloa‘ which
has been attributed to the courses which they teach. That portion
of the teachers' workload attributed to activities other' than
.teaching is not inclyded. Also, no supporting costs, e.g., clegcal -
services, supplies, equipment, etc. are included. The costs are
divided by the number of FYE. students.

- ~

Total Direct Instruction Cost/FYE Stud&nt

1

Direct instructiohal costs are those that can be specifically

identified %ith the instructional component. Diregt support costs

* withun the instructional com nt include such costs as other

personnel compensation (clerica) staff, administrators), equipment,

supplies, and other current expenses. The additign of these amounts

« to teachers' compensatjon equals total direct instructional cost per
" FYE student. .

&




7

Full Operating Cost/FYE Student

]
Full cost 1s the sum of direct instructional cost and those
indirect costs not directly attributable to instruction. The
indirect costs include components such as plant and
administration, academic support, and student services.

5

Percentage Distribution of FTE Teachers .

This represents the proportion of Fall full-time FTE teachers
and part=time FTE teachers teaching courses.

Average Teacher Compensation ‘

|

This shows. the average FTE teacher cdmpensation for both
full-time teachers and part-time teachers for the academic
year.
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N TABLE 12 - - i
. Anchorage Community College
! Fiscal Year 198) :
, ' Y
Total Full Percentage Average
FTE Teacher Direct Operating Distribution FTE Teacher
Teaching Student Compensation Instruct. Cost Per of FTE Compensat ion
FYE FTE Faculty Per FYE Cost Per FYE Teachers .
Students Teachers Ratio Student FYE Student Student Full-Time Part-Time Full-Time Part-Time
\’, .
General Education - . / '
First Year 1,633 68.9 23.7 $1,645 $2,762 $5.012 56% 44% $45,388 $17,09
Second Year 469 26.2 17.9 2,399 3,596 5,854 64% 36% 45,231 17,740
Total Genera) ,
fucation 2,102 95.1 22.1 1,813 2,948 5,200 58% ¥ 45,344 17,234
Yocational Education
First Year 793 40.5 19.6 1,984 3 5,359 65%. 35% 40,782 16,867
Second Year 223 19.7 1.3 4,109 5,522 7,786 88% 12% 42,264 16,828
- /
Total Vocatignal , .
Education 1,006 |\ 60.2 16.9 2,45) 3,641 5,893 72% . 28% 4].35? 16,861
ﬁ by .
Total'- A1l Credit 4 A
Courses 3,018 155.3 20.1 2,021 3,174 5,425 63% 3% 43,622 17,128
X - 4
Community Interest ” .
Non-Credit 76 6.4 11.8 2,099 .. 2,793 5,039 9% 91% 44,6‘7 19,775
Adult Basic Education -
Non-Credit 263 5.8 45.6 791 1,485 3,733 63% 37% 41,531 15,168
’ -
Togat-A11 Courses 3,457 167.5 20.6 $l.929‘ $3,037 $5.288 .621 k], | $43,602 $17,210
Y
-46-
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TABLE 13
Kenai Peninsula Community College

> Fiscal Year 1981
h . . Total Full Percentage Average
Lo , FTE Teacher Direct Operating  Distribution FTE Teacher
Teaching Student Compengation  Instruct. Cost Per of FTE Compensat fon
FYE FTE Faculty PerWaAE Cost Per FYE ™ Teachers
. Students Teachers Ratio Student FYE Student Student Full-Time Part-Time ;Full-Time Part-Time
*~—" S~ .
General Education . ' N
First Year ¢ 163 - 145 15.5 $2,229 $3,351 $5.076 B Y: ¢ 52% $45,095 $16,432
Second Year 76 6.2 12.3 2,129 3219 4,942 3% 69% 44,653 15,052
Total General
Educat jon 239 16.7 14.3 2,198 3,309 5,034 43% 57% 44,997 15,915
Vecational Edulation
First| Year N2 7.0 16.0 2,294 3,873 5,608 1 61% N 41,543 18,024
Second Year . 45 4.3 10.6 x 4,014 5,13 7,447 ¢ 78% 224 43,038 16,599
Total Vocational . ) 1\
Education 157 1.3 13.9 2,784 4,396 6,130 67% 3N 42,113 17,722
74
Total - All Credit N
Courses 396 28.0 14.2 2,430 3,740 5,468 52% 48% 43,562 16,400
< ;\ N
Community Interest
Non-Credit 7 1.2 5.8 2, 2,743 4,470 23% 77% 45,150 ~ 1,500
e ¢’
Adult Basic Educatior\ , J
Non-Credit 5 5 10.Q 1,489 2,202 . 3,874 173 100% N/A 17,512
. ¥ - ¢
‘ | > .
Total-A11 Courses 408 29.7 13.7 $2,41 $3,705 $5.432 51% 49% $43,574 $16,039\
UNIT COST STuoY -47-
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TABLE 14 «
Ketchikdrt€ommunity College
Fiscal Year 1981 }
P
o - Total Full Percentage Average
FTE Teacher Direct Operating Distribution FTE Teacher-
Teaching Student Compensation Instruct. Cost Per of FTE Compensation
FYE FTE Faculty Per FYE Cost Per FYE Teachers :

Students Teachers Ratio

Student FYE Student (Stydent Full-Time Part-Time Full-Time Part-Time

General Education

- Q\. ,
$46,3 $16,447

First Year . 61 5.8 10.5 $3,469 $5,016_ $7,389 ° 4% 57%
Second Year 17 2.6 6.5 4,282 5,904 8,274 . » 40% 60% * 43,753 11,927
Total Genera} ' . -
Education 78 8.4 9.3 3,650 5,213 7,586 A% 57% 45,682 15,228
9
5 ’ h
Vocational Education ) . ' . -
First Year 65 5.6 1.6 2,979 4,598 6,972 50% 50% 37,579 17,776
Second Year . 10 . 13.9 2,294 3,683 6,072 sy’ 56% 28,260 27,512
Total Yocat ional .
Education )75 6.3Y 1.9 2,889 4,478 6,854' dox 50% 37,182 - 17,760
" e i
Total - All Credit . ) N _ ‘
Courses 153 143> 0.4 3,278 4,852 7,228 46% 54% . 41,336 16,327
) - LN
Community Interest .
. Non-Credit LAY J. 165 623 1,817 4,171 13% 87% 33,636 5.107//
Adult Basic Education
Non-Credit N 2.0 5.5 679 1,899 4,296 0% 100% N/A 3,29
LY ! o
2 ' ‘
TotaldA11 Courses 175 17.4 10.1 $2,939 $4,468 $6,842 35% 65% $41,211 $11,53
. S '
UNIT €OST STUDY ~ a8 ‘
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{ . TABLE 15 > '
' Kodiak Community College .
- ~ Fiscal Year 1981 ) o

N ‘ Total Full Percentage + Average
FTE Teacher  Direct Operating. Distribution FTE Teacher
- Teaching Student Compensation Instruct. Cost Per of FTE Compensat ion

FYE FTE  Faculty, Per FYE  Cost Per  FYE Teachers”, ‘

Students Teachers ~Ratio Student FYE Student Student Full-Time Part-Time Full-Time Part-Time
4 y ! .

General £ducation . . - '
First Year 62 6.5-%% 9.6 $3,553 $6,736 $9,908 38% ’ $48,528 $16,697
Second Year 17 1.9 3.1 3,653 « 6,665 ¢ 9,848 39% 1% 51,462 19,078 °

T
p i
Total General )
" Education 79 8.4 i'9.4 3,574 €.719 9,895 38% 6 48,989 17,055
4 [}

Vocational Education _ . . -~ . ) .
First Year NV, 3.6 10.2 2,868 6,114 9,293 57% N 4% 36,683 14,709
Second Year 5. .5 10.5 1,667 5,081 8,264 13% Y A \47,858 11,794

: »

Total Yocational

Education .42 . 4.1 10.2 2,717 5,984 9,164 48% “52% 37,314 13,1
- L_‘ . ; +
7 g v

Total - A1l Credit ’ L : C

Courses 12) 12.5 9.7 3,275 6,462 9,639 41% .59% 44.921 16,165
T 7o
Community Interest
Non-Credit 18 3.0 ° 6.1 1,646 4,166 70 349 15% 85% ~\17.433 2,912
: / _—
Adult Basic Education » ,
Non-Credit 38 . 1.7 21.9 1,160 3,674 6,846 100% 0% 22.334 N/A
> ;
§
v . . T~ .
Total:Al1 Courses 177 17.2 10.3 $2,653 $5,627 k $8,804 44% 56% $39,864 $13,868
3 . .'
1T «0ST STUOY : R -49- -y
lk“ QO ‘ : , . ( ’
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. TABLE 16 ] ,
3 Kuskokwim Community College ’ \
Ffscal Year 1981
L 4 . —_
& Total - Rull Percentage Average
. ) B FTE Teacher Direct Operating Distribution FTE Teacher
Teaching Student Compensation Instruct. - Cost Per of FTE Compensation
FYE FTE Faculty ., Per FYE Cost Per ° FYE . Teachers
Students Teachers Ratio Student FYE Studemt ~ Student * Mll-TimeﬁPart-Time Full-Time Pa‘rt-TimL

N > B [ L3 -

Genera) Education . - - . M ‘ :
“First Year 105 13.1 . 8.0  $3,310 * $9,755 $14,467 36% 64% $53,561 $17,291
Second Year ( 3 72‘.5 12.3 2,149 8,170 12,858 44% 56% - 63,568 15,353

Total General” > SUENE 4 o ) ' ) c ~
‘Education L 136 ' 15,6 "' 8.7 3,044 9,39 14,112 38 62% 85,712 16,971

- e

Vocational Education i
First Year 38 /4.9 7.7 4,611 - 11,276 15,997 K ¢ 27% 50,323 17,715
Second Year 3 . .6 4.8 15,694 22,783 27,343 100% 1,4 6].5_49 N/A

Tota1 Vocational ’ )
Education " 4] 5.5 7.4 5,508 ‘_ 12,207 16,916 76% 28 51,821 17,715

? \ £
\‘ ) " l 4

Total - A1l Credit S ' : ~

Courses 177 21 8.4 3,611 10,040 14,746 48% 52% 54,028 17,067
. - _ 3

Community Int.erest l . )

Non-Credit N 2.5 4.4 12,702 17,818 22,477 90% 10% 55,860 6,918
[N . :

Adult Basic Education < .
Non-Credit 78 4.9 15.9 792 6,213 10,909 20% 80% 31,665 5,870

~4 -

: * .
- . . \ .

Total-A11 Courses 266 28.5 9.3 $3,167 $9,243 $13,944 4% 59% $50,729 $12.246

N f L ] 2
UNIT COST STUDY ) - . -50-
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' ' | TABLE 17 "
. » . Mat-Su Community College -
. Fiscal Year 1981
. Total Full Pércentage Average
- FTE Teacher Direct Operating Distribution i FTE Teacher
. Teaching Student Compensatiof  Instruct. Cost Per of FTE Compensat ion
FYE FTE Faculty Per FYE Cost Per FYE Teachers -
- Students Teachers Qgtio Student FYE Student Student Full-Time Part-Time Full-Time Part-Time
" General Education \ ’ . )
First Year o 67 4.4 15.4 $1,680 $3,433  $6,362 22 78% $41,248 $17,519
Second Year 26 2.8 . 9.4 2,986 4,711 7,636 22% 78% 41,692 17,918
- Tata) General
Education 93 7.2 12.9 2,045 3,790 6,718 /fz\zx 78% 41,334 - 17;620
# v ro) ¥
(/ -
Vocational Edication . : . . .

First Year . 40 - 3.8 10.6 2,986 5,006 ~7,932 ¢ 35% *65% 46,492 " 16,275
Second Year Q 1.4 6.3 %%.303 9,641 12,555 88% 12% 44,237 18,989
Total Vocational . ) a g » Q ) .
Education 49 5.2 9.4 3,786 5,865 8,789 ;0: 50% 4 45,392 16,463
¢ ' ' / - ’

* o A4 .

.Jatal - A1l Cregjt / 4 -
- Courses -~ 142 12.4 11.5 25647 4,507 7,434° 34% 66% 43,34 17,228
. o - [e :
Community Inferest o . '
Non-Credit 13 2.4 5.5 1,173 2,73 5,645 1,4 100% - N/A .~ 5,858
Adult Basic Education » i )
Non-Credit 1 1 7.9 552 2,036 4,814 o 100% , N/A 3,338
- * ' / VR £
- — R D .
’ v
. ) . - o
Total-All Courses 1§6 14.9 10.5 $2,507 $4,339 ) $7,264 28% 12% . $43,934 $14,3%89

*

T

- '}
. [
UN'T ’Qf* STuoY )
’
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TABLE T18

\ - Northwest Community College
. . Fiscal Year 1981
. Total Full Percentage Averagey
FTE Teacher Direct Operating Distribution FTE Teacher’
Teaching Student .Compensation Instruct. Cost Per of FTE ’ Compensation
. FYE FTE Faculty Per FYE Cost Per FYE Teachers
g Students Teachers Ratio Student FYE Student Student Full-Time Part-Time Full-Time Part-Time
. . v ”
General Education .
First Year 31 4.6 6.7 $3,609 $6,329  $11,838 28% b7 $51,994" $17,680
Second Year 10 2.4 4.2 6,327 9,433 14,963 1% 69% 53,208 16,613
. . . %\,
Total General ( : *
Education ~41— 7.0 5.9 4,277 7,091 12,599 29% 71% 52,488 17,285 .
. "
-
Vocational Education
Fi Year 29 ° 2.8 10.5 2,610 8,387 13,908 " 66% 34% 60,589 17,588
cond Year 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
- . .
Total Vocational ‘ . .
Education 29 ' 2.8 10.5 2,610 8,387 13,908 66% 34x 60,589 17,588
A
. »*
Total - Al Credit ., . . {
Courses M 9.8 ° 7. 3,586 7,628 1334 Y a4 59% 56,797 17,344
Community Interest i >
: 7-Cred1t 3 ) 4.4 4,841 7,153 12,687 N/A 100% N7 16,098
&
Adult Basic Education ) :'
Non-Credit 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A .N/A. N/A \ N/A N/A
v // . i - " - -
4 . 3
’ 4 . // 4 A ’ ) - -
. . | . »
Total:Alltourses - 73 v 10.5 7.0 . $3,631 $7,611 . °$13,125 a0 60% $56,797- $17,273
3] '® " s J
¥ J 7 . v - N
f’ - h )
UNIT rOST STUQY gy " -52- d
~ ) ) - )

E

r
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TABLE 19
Prince William Sound Community College
Fiscal Year 1981

I J
Total Full Percentage Average
FTE Teacher Dingct Operating Distribution FTE Teacher
- Teaching Student Compen;ation . Instruct. CqSt Per of FTE, 2 Compensation
FYE FTE Faculty Per FYE . Cost Per FYE Teachers .
Students Teachers Ratio Student FYE Student . Student Full-Time Pgrt-Time Full-Time Rgrt-Time
Y
General Education ) '
First Year 32 3.2 10.0 $2,048 $6.991° 49,117 7% ‘531 . 37,883 16,611
Second Year 14 1.9 7.4 1,968 6,990 9,116 - 14% 86% 37,883 15,974
' ’” 7
Totaj General " .
Education 46 5.1 9.0 2,024 . 6,991 © 9,117 N7 4 91% 37,883 16,396
Vocational Education v .
th Year 23 2.9 7.9 2,248 6.843 9,024 11% 89%. 37,883 18,118"
Sefond Year 6 .4 14.8 1,345 5,956 8,072 % }00% 0 17,296
v .
Total Vocational . .
Education 29 3.3 8.8 2,054 6,692 8,820 9%.7. 91X 37,883 18,004
v ,
Total - All Credit _ ' . .
Courses 75 8.4 8.9 2,036 6,874 9,000 9% 91% 377883 16,944
Community Interest = '
Non-Credit 33 1.4 24.13 70 4,715 6,847 oo “100% I, 1,510
Adult’ Basic Education, ’
Non-Credit 10 3 39.0 3,159 7,792 9,917 100% 0% 44,857 N/A
p .
' .
Total-A11 Courses LAL: 10.1 l]‘.? $1,571 < $6,338 $8,466 12% 88% & $40,599- $12,687
Z
UNIT COST STuoY ' . -/53- . . ’
\) - N - ™ v

ERIC
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* ’ TABLE 20

Sitka Community College

Fiscal Yeag 198}

B _ Total Full ~Percentage Average .
. FTE Teacher Direct Operating Distribution FTE Teacher
Teaching Student Compensation Instruct. Cqst Per of FTE Compensation
FYE FTE Faculty Per FYE Cost Per FYE Teachers - .
Students Teachers Ratio Student FYE Student Student Full-Time Part-Time Full-Time Part-Time
General Education ,
First Year™ 57 5.9 9.7 $2,927 $4,872 $7,225 0% 70% 41,925 17,009
Second Year 16 1,6 9.8 3,329 5,012 7,359 46% 54% | 42,120 17,620
Tota] General L ¢/// ,
Educat ion 73 . 7.5 9:7 3,014 4,902 7,254 32 68% 41,962 17,074
) 3 . b W
-
Vocational Education )
First Year . 36 2.8 13.0 2,354 3,710 6,066 32 68% ~ 41,823 16,410
Second Year 4~ 72 15.8 1,150 . 3,189 5,554 1% 89% 43,388 17,74}
Total Yocational _
Education 40 3.0 13.3 2,292 ’ 3,657 6,013 29% //7]1 41,895 16,623
- Total - A1l Credit {a -

Courses 113 10.5 10.8 2,7 ‘ 4,461 6,814 31% 69% 41,946 16,952 R
Community Interest - .- -
Non-Credit 5 .6 9.0 1,171 2,464 4,788 0x 100X N/A 9,97

J ’ » .
Adult Basic Education h ,

Non-Credit 7 .4 20.0 2,088 . 3,24) 5,598 % 100% N/A 35,803

?" : .

A Y h .

Total-AlJ Courses 125 11.6 10.8 . $2,664 $4,314 $6,666I 29% 71X $41,946 $17,169

’ . -

UNIT COST STUDY ' . -54-
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. TABLE 21

v - V
N Tanana Valley Community College
Fiscal Year 1981
r‘r Total full Percenta?e Average
E Teacher Direct Operating Distribution FTE Teacher .
4 ., Teaching Student Compensation Instruct. Cost Per of FTE Comp tion
. FYE FTE Faculty Per FYE Cost Per FYE Teachers
Students Teachers Ratio Student - FYE Student Student Full-Time Part-Time Full-Time Part-Time
. LN .
General Education . ~
|- First Year 240 RER 18.3 $1,396 $3,600 $5,668 12% 88% $42,237 $15,619
Second Year - 38 2.9 13.1 1,705 4,013 6,103 8% 92% 45,650 12,146 *
“~
R Y
Total Gene;al
Education “ 278 6.9 17.2 1,439 3,657 5,728 HX' 89% 42,765 14,867
- 1 ‘ _
Vocational Education € p ,
First Year- 298 12.2 24.4 1,556 3,950 6,019 41% 59% 38,992 14,877
Second Year ‘ 66 3.6 18.6 2,690 5,113 7,189 62% 38% 44,838 16,044
N . . i
Total Vocational ‘ X
Education 364 15.8 23.2 1,760 4,159 6,230 452 55% 401521 15,029
+ 3
Total-All Credit ‘
Courses ’ 642 31.8 20.2 1,621 3,942 6,012 29% 71% 40,944 14,931
Community Interest s «
Non-Credit 88 13.8 6.4 564 2,649 4,721 1% .79 99% 40,000 3,081
Adult Basic Education / 2 v
Non-Credit 0 o 0 o " -0 0 0 0 0
v < i
) ' g SN . J v
Total - Al} Course@ 45.6  16.0 $1,493 $3,785 $5,856 , ,22% 8% $40,941 $11,563
' . r . 4 ' L
UNIT COST STUDY . -55- .
Q - . .
. EMC - * L ¢ “
= J 7 1 | R .




APPENDIX B 1

ME THODOLOGY,

D‘ata for the 1980 fali sen'wester were collected to determrne the direct cost of
teacher compensation and related fringe benefits pe: stugent credit hour for each
course section, both credit and non-credit, at eagh of the community colleges.
These .data included the end of semester class schedules, fachlty activity analysis
reports, a salary listing of the bargaining unit members, University of Alaska
Budget Personne(l Positions by Department computer printout, a class list a{\d salary
report form for non-bargaining urit members, and a C(ammumty interest courses
form. -

The allocation of FTE teacher and proportional teacher compensatlon to each

\ Eourse section was based upon course credit nours. The allocation for 1ndependent
study courses and 'spec1ai topic courses, however, was based on the percentage of
) student credit hours of those courses 1n relation to total student credit hours
generated by the teacher. The course credit hour equivalency for non-credit
courses was basedﬂ-the following formula: *(Number of students emrolled) x (Hours
of class contact per week) X Wber of weeks) = 30. A cost of $55G per credit
hour was assigned to those courses that were offered but funded externauy 1o the
budget request units. Also those courses taught gy full-time personnel other than

" bargaining unit members were assigned a cost of $550 per credit hour. : v
After the direct costs were determmed’ for fall 1980 the costs were used to
determine the total FY 1980-81 cost using actual expenditures for thd mstnrctxonal

eomponenf. The aljocation of 'instructional expenditures other than teacher

/

compensaflon.was based upon the proportion of the sum of FTE teacher and FYE
- . . \

- ‘students for each course categary. The allocation of indirect expenditures followed

two methads. +




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

4

" .
Student services expenditures were allocated based upon proportional course
. - *

“ -

enrollments. Academic support and plaM and administration expenditures were
.based upon the proportion of the sum of FTE teacher and FYE students.
Rentals-for-space-only were eliminated from the plant . apd administration

expenditures and were therefore not used in the determination of costs.

Both Ancho.'rage Community College.and Tanana Valley Community College
share factlities with University of Alaska, Anchorage and University of Alaska,
Fairbanks respectively. The determination for the approp\nate amount o‘f shased
expenditures for these two campuses was ascertained by the University. The

determination of costs utilized thg same method that had been developed for

completing House Research Agency Report 80-6, Tne University of Alaska: An

Overview of Programs and E xpenditures.

were

.

Actual total unrestricted expenditures by component for FY [930-8]
’ i

prqwded by the University on October 7y 1981\.- In addition, those grants and
contracts re1a£1ng to the instructional component were identified by university
officials and méorporazed into the total costs for the fiscal year. Since 1t 1S
necessary to separate educational e‘xpendltures from outlays for non-instructional
purposes, the following components were used: Instruction, academic support,

student sérwces, and plant and administration. Expenditures for public service and )

auxiliary enterprises were excluded. ) \
. & *

w’

")
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STATE OF N1 i : _
WASHINGTON %EDUN;EIL QF?R fgrsgzﬂsigommw EDUCATION

C"*age's Gail Nore s, Execum.e Conrdmainr

April 27, 1981 .

DR R@@@W@@ ﬂ i -

: oN -
The Hongrable dThelma Bucholdt OMMISSION O%
ggzzg 3f Representatives ' . POET 3&0%0 \| iDUCAT\O“
Juneau, AK 85801 -
LY

Dear Representative Bucholdt:

On April 22 through 24 I reviewed and assisted Dr. Ron Phipps with the develop-

ment of principle, criteria and procedures for the Community College Expendi-

ture Analysis as directed by your study mandate. I had reviewed the outline

of the study design with Dr. Phipps earlier 1n April in Olympia. I am pleased
: to advise you that Dr. Phipps has done an excellent job of developing an

appreach to collecting the necéssary data from a variety of sources which

should enable him to meet the study objectives.

My review and recormendations were based on the assumption that direct faculty
=0 full time equivalency and costs by instructional category and subsequent

relationships to student credit hours are available for only fall semester
1980 given the time constraints of the study. In my judgment, it-would be
preferable to use detailed information for each academic term.  However, the
fall tem 1nformation, extrapolated to the total budget fer faculty salaries

! and benefits for the year, should serve as a reasonable hgsis for determining
direct faculty expenditures per student and for allocating support and indirect
costs. This opinion is baséd on a review of available data and the enclosed
"Principles and Procedures for the Community College Expenditure Analysis."

At- this ti!'stt is my understanding that the issue of equipment expenditures
is stil e resolved. However, the alternatives I have discussed with -
Dr. Phipps-should provide an acceptable measure of current equipment expendi- '

tures for the various instructional categaries under review.
_ e

"If 1 can be of further help or should you or your committee have any questioﬁs,
plegse fee] free to contact me. - - -

-

\/Lo;/-

_ Denis Cur ’ : &
"» Deputy Owordinator for Finance *
cth

' enc

IERJf:‘ cc: Ron Phipps *

.
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UNIVERSITY OF ALASKA
Statewide Systemn of Higher Education
Fawrbanks, Alaska 99701

* June 5, 1981 . @
’ ‘ . 1788y,
Dr. Ron Phipps . ’ W@
Director for Academic Planning & Research pOS'quS/Q 1'1 /:98/ @

+ Alaska Commission on Post-Secondary Education’ . ,S[C €,
State of Alaska 0”0

Y

Pouch F - State Office Buiiding (4
- . Juneau, Alaska 99811 ébuﬁ'?o”
. ‘ < /0~
Dear Ron: * . s & .Y

Thank you for your May 18, 1981 letter which sumar'lzed'the results of

our May 14, 1981 meeting. Your letter accurately reflects the decisions
agreed upon at that meeting. We agree with the principles and procedures
that are being used to develop the Unit Cost Study.

.

twithstanding the foregoing paragraph, we want to do some additional
esearch on Modification A That 1s, assignment of $550.00 per credit
ur for courses that were &ffered but funded external to the BRU.
e part-time anstructor costing method may be the only reasonable approach
this area; however, we do want to explore the possibility of alternative
costing methods which may result 1n a more realistic cost. We will keep you
informed of our research.

The university's M22X series of reports can provide you with expenditure
information by minor object code. That is, it can provide expenditure in-
formation 6n each type of‘expenditure ‘(e.g., faculty walaries, executive and
.administrative salaries, clerical and secretarial salaries, leave benefits
and staff benefits). This report will be sent to you along with the other
expenditure data during late August, 1981. §
, The narrative portion of the report will be critical to ensure that the
readers properly understand the report methodoleogy. Cnnsequently, we accept
and appreciate & offer o §llow us to comment on this part of the report
before it is fjnalyzed. . v .

Thank you for taking the time to review the methodology of your study with
us. We feel that the final product will accurately reflect university costs
and that the “report will be very beneficial to everypody.

!

~ N

. If there 1s anything .that I can help\’ycu with, please let me know. ‘
Sincerely, -
| I
. - > / 7
. gok K. Dhing¥a .
. ' ) ’ . Assoclate Vice Preside for Fifance
. 2 . 61- e R
AKD/pe -
Q cc: Tim Russell Tom Healy 77
EMC Rudy Fernandez Don Myers

b 4
.
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APPENDIX E
Yocational Courses Offered by

X . . Alaska's Community Colleges % —
AT - Auto/DiQsel Technology ETOM - Comunications System
AET - Architectural and Engineering Technology ETCO - Engineering Techndligy /
AR! - Agriculture ETCS - Computer Opérating Systems
AMT - Aviation Maintenance Techno y ETIN - Instrumentation
AT - Aviation Technology ETLO - Laser Optics
AUTO - Automotive Yechnology . ETND - Microprocessor Systems
BMT - Basic Maintenance Tecanology ETTL - Telecommunications
CARP - Carpentry ~ ] . FS - Fire Science
CIS - Computer Information Sys "£ST - Food Service- Technology ‘
CMPS - Computer Science FT* - Fisheries Technology . o
CS - Computer Science . * HE - Home Economics . -"

. CT - Constructidm Technology : K - Health Science .

DA - Dental Assisting ¢ ITCO - Industrial Technology
DESL - Diesel Technology MA - Medical Assisting
OH - Dental Hygiene MATT - Materials Technology
DRAF - Drafting ) MECH - Mechanical Tec ology
DS - Dental Science MEDT - Medical Labora ory Technol
DT - Orafting Technology, MT - Marine Techno
EL - Electrical\Technology - MTEC - Maintenance Technoiog_y =
ELAP - Appliance Service L) - MNursing Science
ELCO - Electrical Service ' NURS - Mursing
ELEN - Electrician ‘ 00 - Office Occupations
EMT - Emergency Medical Technician PETR <" Petroleum Technology
ENER - Energy PMED- - Parmedical Technology
ESAD - Audio Service PNE - Practical Mursing Education
ESRE - Radio Broadcast Engineering Technology PT - #patroleum Technology
ESTE - TV Broadcast Engineer RH - Refrigeration and Heating Technology -
ESTV - Television Service \ §S - Secretarial Science )
ESTW -” Two-Way Radio Service SVTC - Surveying Technology ~—
ET - Electronics Technology N SVTEC - Surveying Technology . ‘
ETAL - Automatic Control 18 - Trade and Technology ’
ETAV - Avionics - ‘ WELD - wWeldiny Technology

ETBM - Bio-Medical Electronics ‘ WWT - " waste Water Treatment

.

. General Education Courses.Offered by

“ A ' Alaska's Community Colleges '
. ;. ..

ABE - Adult Basic Education ‘ ANL - Alaska Native Languages s
ACCT - Accounting " . ANS - Alaska Native Studies : p
AKL - Alaska Native Languages ANTH - Anthropology ,' v
AKST - Aiaska. Studies L ART - Art - ’ !
“ALR - Agriculture and Land Resources - AS - Applied Statistics d -
/ . ) . . ¢
- ' ’ A I 4 . // -
62~ N\
- ‘\ -
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L

ASTR
BA N
BIOL
BRD
8BS
Bsup
BUS
ccc
"

-

Astronomy

-- Business Administration

CHEM -

CI
COED

COLA <

cooP
CORR
COUN
CRAR
CRFT
csv

o

DNCE”
0P
ECD
ECON
0 .
EE
ELEC
EMCM
ENGL
ENVS
EQE

SCI
5K
ESL
E£SM
ESOL
ETE
F&
FISH
FL
FORT
FREN
GEOG
GEOL
6E0S

JPC

Biology
Broadcasting
Behavioral Sciepce
Business Supervision
Business
Cross-Cultural Communications
Civi) Engineering

Chemistry

Community Interest

Community Education
Conversational Languages
Cooperat ive Education
Corrections

Counseling

Creative Arts

Crafts

Community Service

Dance and Masic

Dance

Dental Program

Early Childhood Development
Economics

Educatjon

flectrical Engineéring
Elestricity -
Comunicat'ion Electropics

Engl i

Envirornmentsl Studies
Environmental Quality Engineering
Engineering Science -
Earth Science

Esk imo

English As A Second Language

-

<

Engineering and Science Management .
" Engd4sh As A Second Language '

ectronics Engineering Technology
Fish and Game <

Fisheries

Foreign Languages

Forestry

French
Geography
Geology ~
Geosci;nce
Germari
Government

eral Science
Home Cofistruction and Maintenance

History 1

-\H‘o‘{ei Minagement 4

manities ,
Journalism and Broadcasting .
Journalism .
Journalism and Public Broadcasting

3

JPN

JUST
LANG
LAS

LING

LRM

LVSK
MATH
MBI

MEDS
MsT
MILS
MIN
MINL
MOD

oCA
PA
PADM
PAT
PC
PD

PET
PHIL
PHOT
PHS
PHYS

PLWM
PREN
PS
PSY
pPSY
REC
REL
RUSS
SCI
soc™

" SPAN

SPC
SPCH
SPP
SSL

THR
YA

WD

000
200

P

7

*

Japanese
Justice

. Language

Law Science '

Linguistics

Land Resources Management
Library Science

Living Skills
Mathematics

Marine Biﬁogy
Mechanical Enginee\ing

- Media .

Medical Science
Management .
Military Science :
Mining Engineering
Minerals

Modeling

Music

Oceanography

Police Administration,
Public Administration
Police Academy Training
Public Communicatioos
Professional Development
Physical Education
Petroleum Engineering
Philosophy :
Photography

Physical Science

Phys ics

Planning

Plumbing

Professional Development
Political Science
Public Service
Psychology '

Reggeat ion
Religion

Ef

Russian

Science
Sociology
Speech
Spanish

"Speech

Speech '

Speech Pathology
Society Skills

Social wWork t
Theater -
Vocational Arts
Vocational Education
Wining & D#ning
Wildlife and Fisheries
Wood Technology
Zoology

Ny
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